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DETAILED ACTION 

Introduction 

1. THIS OFFICE ACTION IS A DUPLICATION OF THE NON-FINAL OFFICE 
ACTION (mail date: 3 March 2010) IN ORDER TO FORMALLY ACKNOWLEDGE 
THE APPLICANTS SUPPLEMENTAL AMENDMENT/SUBMISSION RECEIVED 1 
March 2010. Applicants submission filed on 1 March 2010 has been entered. 

2. The following is a NON-FINAL Office Action in response to the communication 
received on 1 March 2010. Claims 13-24 are now pending in this application. 

Response to Amendments 

3. The Examiner acknowledges the Applicants supplemental amendments within 

the paper filed 1 March 2010. 

4. A Note on the Current Claim Status Identifiers : The Examiner notes that 
Claims 21-24 originally stated (Previously Presented) within the submission 
received 19 February 2010, however, per the Applicants submission received 1 
March 2010, Claims 21-24 currently state (Currently Amended); thus, the 
Applicants submission received 1 March 2010 has been properly corrected. 

5. Applicants Amendments to Claims 1-12 has been acknowledged in that: Claims 
1-12 have been newly cancelled : Claims 13-24 have been newly added : Claims 13, 
17, and 21-24 have been newly amended : hence, as such, Claims 13-24 are 
pending in this application . 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 13-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Suzuki et al. (US PG Pub. No. 2002/0032616), [hereinafter Suzuki] in view of Steed et 
al. (US PG Pub. No. 2002/0107755), [hereinafter Steed]. 

Referring to Claim 13 : Suzuki discusses a proxy server system comprising: a 
storage device storing a plurality of profiles associated with different ones of a plurality 
of mobile server wallet providers (Suzuki: Abstract; Figures 3-4, 6-7; Page 1, 
Paragraphs 0002, 0006, 0008, 0011-0012, 0014; Page 2, Paragraphs 0024, 0027, 
0030; Page 3, Paragraphs 0031-0038; Page 4, Paragraph 0049); and a processor 
connected to the memory (Suzuki: Abstract; Figures 3-4, 6-7), the processor includes: a 
filter configured to intercept a plurality of messages from a plurality of subscriber mobile 
devices directed to an online merchant, select, based upon one of the plurality of the 
profiles, a specific message from the plurality of messages, redirect, based upon the 
one of the plurality of the profiles, the specific message from the online merchant to one 
of the plurality of mobile server wallet providers specified by the one of the plurality of 
the profiles (Suzuki: Figures 2-7; Page 1, Paragraph 0009; Page 2, Paragraph 0017; 



Application/Control Number: 10/675,503 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3684 

Page 3, Paragraph 0031 -Page 4, Paragraph 0051//Suzuki discloses a system which 
possesses a relay server [which operates as a content proxy server]//). 

Suzuki, however, does not expressly show a proxy server disposed in said 
wireless service provider network. 

Steed, in a similar environment, discusses a proxy server disposed [with] in [a] 
said wireless service provider network (Steed: Abstract; Page 1, Paragraph 0003-Page 
2, Paragraph 0014). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the method of Suzuki for a relay server method and payment system 
with the disclosure of Steed for a server based electronic wallet system by including a 
proxy server for the purpose of automatically completing/filling-in forms relating to 
purchasing, etc. on behalf of a customer (Steed: Page 1 , Paragraphs 0003-001 3) for the 
benefit of speeding up the process as well as prevention of input errors. 

Referring to Claim 14 : Suzuki teaches a proxy server system, wherein: each of 
the plurality of profiles includes: a criteria for selecting a message from the plurality of 
messages (Suzuki: Figures 3-7; Page 2, Paragraph 0030); a specific one of the plurality 
of mobile server wallet providers to which a selected message is redirected (Suzuki: 
Page 2, Paragraph 0030-Page 3, Paragraph 0038; Page 3, Paragraph 0048-Page 4, 
Paragraph 0049). 

Referring to Claim 15 : Steed shows a proxy server system, wherein the criteria 
includes an identity of a particular subscriber (Steed: Figures 1-3). 
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Referring to Claim 16 : Steed discusses a proxy server system, wherein the 
criteria includes an identity of a particular merchant (Steed: Figures 1-3). 

Referring to Claims 17-20 : Claims 17-20 are directed toward a method for the 
system of Claims 13-16. As such, Claims 17-20 are rejected under the same basis as 
are Claims 13-16 as mentioned supra. 

Referring to Claims 21-24 : Claims 21-24 are directed toward a computer- 
readable storage medium including computer program code for the system of Claims 
13-16. As such, Claims 21-24 are rejected under the same basis as are Claims 13-16 
as mentioned supra. 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicants arguments filed 16 February 2010 have been fully considered but 

have been found to be moot and non-persuasive. The Applicants argue: 
Argument 

CLAIMS 1-12 ARE REJECTED UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103 FOR OBVIOUSNESS BASED 

UPON SUZUKI ET AL. - U.S. PATENT PUBLICATION NO. 2002/0032616 
(HEREINAFTER SUZUKI) IN VIEW OF STEED ET AL. - U.S. PATENT PUBLICATION 

NO. 2002/0107755 (HEREINAFTER STEED) 
Claims 1-12 have been cancelled, and thus, the Examiner's rejection as to these claims 
is moot. Referring to page 4 of the Decision on Appeal, the Honorable Board made the 
following finding of fact: 4. Appellants' Specification describes that a "profile" can 
specify a merchant and further can have a configuration for routing the payment 
messages to the mobile server wallets when a source of the payment messages 
matches a merchant identity specified in the profiles, (p. 4). Referring to the paragraph 
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spanning pages 12 and 13 of the Decision on Appeal, the Honorable Board presented 
the following analysis: With regard to the profiles linked to the plug-in, as recited in claim 
2, Appellants' Specification describes that the profiles can specify a merchant and route 
the payment messages. (FF 4). Thus, since Suzuki's payment system specifies 
merchants and routes payment messages (FF 6, 8, 9, 10), as discussed supra, the 
combination of Suzuki and Steed makes obvious "a plurality of profiles communicatively 
linked to said filter plug-in." Therefore, Appellants' argument is not persuasive as to 
error in the rejection. Although newly-presented independent claims 13, 17, and 21 
each recite a plurality of profiles, Applicants note that the recitation of the profiles within 
the current claims is not entirely consistent with the Honorable Board's analysis 
reproduced above. Specifically, as claimed, the profile is used to both (i) select certain 
specific messages from the plurality of messages flowing through proxy server system 
and (ii) redirect these selected messages to a specified one of the plurality of mobile 
server wallet providers. The Honorable Board's analysis involved identifying teachings 
within Suzuki of specifying merchants and the routing of payment messages. The 
Honorable Board's analysis also included an implied claim construction of profiles that 
inferred profiles are used to route a payment message to a mobile server wallet when a 
payment message matches a specific merchant identify specified in the profile. 
Although the Honorable Board then concluded that the combination of Suzuki and 
Steed makes obvious the claimed profile recited in claim 2 (now cancelled), the 
Honorable Board did not identify any teachings within Suzuki or Steed that corresponds 
to the profile. Instead, the Honorable Board's analysis identified the profile's 
functionality as being obvious without ever establishing that the specific feature that 
provided this functionality as being obvious. This analysis notwithstanding, as 
discussed above, the claimed profile involves two characteristics that were not 
addressed by the Honorable Board's analysis. Specifically, both the applied prior art 
and the Honorable Board's analysis is silent as to the claimed profile being used to 
select specific ones of the plurality of messages. Moreover, both the applied prior art 
and the Honorable Board's analysis is silent as to the same profile being used to reroute 
the same selected message to a specific one of the plurality of mobile server wallet 
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providers. These combination of characteristics have not been rendered obvious by the 
applied prior art. Therefore, for above-described reasons, Applicants respectfully 
submit that a rejection of claims 13-24 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 for obviousness based 
upon Suzuki and Steed would not be obvious. Applicants have made every effort to 
present claims which distinguish over the prior art, and it is believed that all claims are 
in condition for allowance. However, Applicants invite the Examiner to call the 
undersigned if it is believed that a telephonic interview would expedite the prosecution 
of the application to an allowance. Accordingly, and in view of the foregoing remarks, 
Applicants hereby respectfully request reconsideration and prompt allowance of the 
pending claims. Although Applicants believe that all claims are in condition for 
allowance, the Examiner is directed to the following statement found in M.P.E.P. § 
706(H): When an application discloses patentable subject matter and it is apparent from 
the claims and the applicant's arguments that the claims are intended to be directed to 
such patentable subject matter, but the claims in their present form cannot be allowed 
because of defects in form or omission of a limitation, the examiner should not stop with 
a bare objection or rejection of the claims. The examiner's action should be 
constructive in nature and when possible should offer a definite suggestion for 
correction, (emphasis added). 

Regarding Argument 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. First, the Applicants are arguing limitations 
which were not initially disclosed within the previously pending claims. The current 
claims include limitations which were not originally present within the instant claim 
language, thus the discussion regarding such is moot and non persuasive. Although 
the Honorable Board (per Applicants) then concluded that the combination of Suzuki 
and Steed makes obvious the claimed profile recited in claim 2 (now cancelled), the 
Honorable Board did not identify any teachings within Suzuki or Steed that corresponds 
to the profile, this in no way renders the instant claim language patentable material. 
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Last, per Applicants: "... this analysis notwithstanding, as discussed above, the claimed 
profile involves two characteristics that were not addressed by the Honorable Board's 
analysis.", the Examiner affirms that these combination of characteristics have been 
rendered obvious by the applied prior art above and discussed within this office action 
for the Applicants consideration. Therefore, for above-described reasons, the Examiner 
submits that the rejection above of Claims 1 3-24 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 for obviousness 
based upon Suzuki and Steed would be obvious. 

9. The arguments as filed 16 February 2010 have been fully considered but have 
been found to be moot and non-persuasive. As the remaining claims depend directly 
or indirectly from the independent claims mentioned/discusses above, the Examiner 
maintains all previously asserted rejections. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to BENJAMIN S. 
FIELDS at telephone number 571.272.9734. The examiner can normally be reached 
MONDAY THRU FRI between the hours of 9AM and 7PM. If attempts to reach the 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, KAMBIZ ABDI can 
be reached at 571.272.6702. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
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published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Benjamin S. Fields 
22 March 2010 



/Nga B. Nguyen/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3684 



